In an examination of group members' responses to the threat of negative in-group characterizations, sorority / fraternity members were asked to rate themselves, their own sorority / fraternity, sororities / fraternities in general, and students in general on attributes that were stereotypic of sororities/ fraternities. Results showed that individuals selectively self-stereotyped--they embraced positive stereotypes as highly descriptive of themselves and their closest in-groups but rejected negative stereotypes. They did not, however, deny that negative stereotypes were accurate or valid--they continued to accept them as typical of sororities/fraternities in general. This represents a protective, creative response to the threat posed by exposure to negative group attributes, in which self-stereotyping as a result of self-categorization is selective rather than complete.
Self-stereotyping involves perceiving oneself as a member of a group and consequently behaving in line with this social identity (e.g., Hardie & McMurray, 1992; Lau, 1989; LorenziCioldi, 1991; Simon, Gl/issner-Bayed, & Stratenwerth, 1991; Simon & Hamilton, 1994; Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987) . Turner et al. (1987) suggested that the process of self-categorization provides the basis for self-stereotyping: "Self-categorization leads to a stereotypical self-perception and depersonalization, and adherence to and expression of ingroup normative behavior" (p. 102; see also Haslam, Oakes, Turner, & McGarty, 1996; .
According to social identity theory (Tajfel, 1982; Tajfel & Turner, 1979 , 1986 Turner, 1982) , from which self-categorization theory developed, individuals work to construct positively valued self-concepts. These self-concepts comprise two distinct components: personal identity (based on specific attributes an individual possesses) and social identity (based on membership in social groups or collectives; see Crocker & Luhtanen, 1990; Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992) . From a self-categorization/selfstereotyping perspective, when the positive qualities of an imMonica Biernat, Department of Psychology, University of Kansas; Theresa K. Vescio, School of Psychology, University of Wales, Cardiff, Wales; Michelle L. Green, Department of Psychology, Georgia State University.
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However, because self-stereotyping is presumed to occur "on all and any dimensions which are believed to be correlated with" a categorization (Hogg & Abrams, 1988, p. 74) , the process may also involve the assumption of relatively negative attributes (e.g., absentmindedness for the professor stereotype). Acceptance of negative stereotypes may therefore work against the general goal of self-enhancement (e.g., Baumeister, 1982; Deaux & Major, 1987; Srull & Wyer, 1989; Swann, 1990; Swann, Stein-Seroussi, & Giesler, 1992; Taylor & Brown, 1989 ), but at the same time, rejection of negative stereotypes represents a denial of an important social identity (LorenziCioldi, 1991 ) . This paradox of self-stereotyping is the focus of our research. When a group identity includes negative components, how do individuals assume that identity, or self-stereotype, and yet reap the social identity benefits of group membership?
We attempted to answer this question by seeking out an achieved social group that met several criteria. The group (a) had to be consensually defined as having both negative and positive qualities (stereotypes), (b) had to have some emotional significance for individual members, and (c) needed to be nested within the context of broader identities. The second quality is critical, because an unimportant group is unlikely to contribute in any meaningful way to the self-concept (Tajfel & Turner, 1979 ; see also Branscombe &Wann, 1991; Lalonde, 1992) . The third criterion is relevant to Brewer's ( 1991 ) model of optimal distinctiveness, in which social identities involve varying levels of inclusiveness to which an individual may orient. Our conception of selective self-stereotyping, outlined below, assumes that group members' ability to maneuver among levels of identity may contribute to their self-protection against negative group depictions.
In the college setting where our studies were to take place, the group that best met these three criteria was the sorority/ fraternity. Sororities and fraternities are single-sex social and living clubs, whose houses are typically located on campus and identified by Greek letter names (for descriptions, see J. E Scott, 1971; W. A. Scott, 1965) . Membership is by invitation only; on the campuses we investigated in the present research, 12-15% of undergraduates participate in the "Greek" system. Students on college campuses appear to hold strong stereotypes of sorority women and fraternity men (e.g., Biernat, 1990; Biernat & Crandall, 1994) , stereotypes that contain both positive and negative attributes. Furthermore, sorority and fraternity members invest much time and effort in achieving and mainraining their memberships, and their social lives revolve around these important groups (Crandall, 1988) . Finally, sorority women and fraternity men are members of not only their own specific houses, but also the broader sorority/fraternity system and the general student population. We suggest that a sorority or fraternity member's house is a very salient identity, that is, that self-categorization and self-stereotyping in line with this group membership should occur. However, individuals may also focus on broader levels of social identity (e.g., sororities in general and students at their university), should this be prompted or desired. Again, the problem inherent in self-stereotyping is that it may involve the assumption of negative characterizations, which could harm self-esteem or collective esteem. We wondered whether sorority women and fraternity men did indeed accept negative, along with positive, stereotypes as descriptive of their own groups and themselves, or whether they took advantage of the flexibility inherent in having nested group memberships and engaged in a process of selective selfstereotyping.
Selective Self-Stereotyping
Positive stereotypes present no dilemma for the self-stereotyper--such attributes are readily accepted as descriptive of the self and group, in that they provide positively valued distinctiveness from other groups (Tajfel, 1978; Turner, 1975) . The predicament lies in how to respond to negative group stereotypes. One course of action is to deny the negative stereotypes entirely. Social identity and self-categorization theorists recognize that the process of self-stereotyping is likely to be influenced by motives for positive self-regard, and therefore individuals may "try to achieve wide acceptance that ingroup/ outgroup categorization is correlated with only those focal dimensions which reflect well on the ingroup" (Hogg & Abrams, 1988, p. 74 ; see also . In other words, sorority and fraternity members might simply work to convince others that negative stereotypes of their group are inaccurate. Although this may indeed be a long-term goal of members of negatively stereotyped groups, this approach is unlikely to rid them of the immediate threat of having negative stereotypes applied to them.
Related to this option is another possible method of dealing with negative group stereotypes that is suggested by social identity theory. Tajfel and Turner's (1986) "social creativity" strategies are techniques that group members use to increase their group's positive distinctiveness under conditions of threatening intergroup comparison (see also Tajfel & Turner, 1979) . Examples of social creativity strategies include such techniques as comparing the in-group with out-groups on dimensions that allow for positive outcomes, redefining the meaning of judgment dimensions, or choosing different out-groups with which to compare the in-group (for recent examples, see Lalonde, 1992; Lalondc, Moghaddam, & Taylor, 1987) .
In social identity theory, such strategies arc adopted under very specific circumstances: when individual mobility is not a viable solution to the problem of negative intcrgoup comparison and when the individual perceives no cognitive alternatives to the status quo. Group members who engage in social creativity strategies believe in "social change" rather than individual "social mobility;' because boundaries between groups are perceived as rigid and impermeable. Furthermore, these beliefs and strategies arc particularly likely to be relevant in situations where comparison between dominant and subordinate groups occurs. However, in the present research on sorority and fraternity members, these preconditions arc not met and indeed do not seem to apply. Sorority women and fraternity men have actively chosen and presumably are satisfied with their social identities, these identities are relatively high in status on college campuses, and therefore sorority women and fraternity men are unlikely to have thoughts about social mobility and concerns about the impermeability of group boundaries. For these reasons, our consideration of social creativity strategies deviates from the social identity perspective. Similarly, because sororities and fraternities are generally not considered to be stigmatized groups, we do not frame our approach in terms of the related "self-protective" strategies outlined by Crocker and Major (1989) . Nonetheless, the notion of creatively protecting the self and the group from negative group characterizations is at the heart of our model of selective self-stereotyping.
Specifically, we propose that a variant of creative group-protective strategies may exist and that it is likely to be used in comparative situations in which nested group memberships are considered. For example, in the present studies, we first asked participants to think about a close in-group--their own sorority or fraternity--and then the broader collection of sororities and fraternities on campus, and then the even broader student body as a whole. We were drawn to these types of comparisons because of Brewer's (1991 ) model of optimal distinctiveness, which posits that individuals strive toward social identities that reconcile their opposing needs for assimilation to and differentiation from others. Presumably, a sorority/fraternity member's particular house is a very salient social identity, because he or she worked hard to achieve membership in it, and thus a specific sorority/fraternity identity is likely to provide an optimal level of group inclusiveness and individual distinctiveness. The other groups also constitute in-groups, but they are successively more distant and, of course, larger in size. Brewer's model focuses on the satisfaction and esteem that result from optimally meeting inclusiveness and distinctiveness needs, and the present work suggests that individuals are particularly motivated to maintain and protect a positive characterization of identities that optimally meet these needs.
Thus, we hypothesized that when sorority/fraternity members were confronted with threatening negative stereotypes of their group, their responses would creatively reflect a simultaneous denial and acceptance of these attributes: they would deny that the negative attributes were descriptive of themselves, their closest in-groups and of the broadest in-group, college students, but they would continue to accept them as strongly descriptive of the moderately broad in-group--sororities and fraternities in general. That is, we expected that sorority/fraternity members would admit that the negative attributes of sorority/ fraternity stereotypes were true of sororities and fraternities in general but would distance their specific sorority/fraternity from these threatening attributes. What is notable about this strategy is that individuals do not simply deny negative stereotypes of their groups; to do this would betray ignorance of social reality (Oakes, Haslam, & Turner, 1994) . They also do not exhibit a pure pattern of in-group bias (i.e., being increasingly less positive toward successively distant in-groups). Instead, they are attentive to the content of attributes and exhibit this pattern specifically on stereotype-relevant, negative dimensions.
We hypothesized that this pattern of distancing closest identities from negative attributes while strongly endorsing the attributes as descriptive of the somewhat broader group would stand in contrast to responses to positive stereotypes. For positive stereotypes, the pattern of close in-group bias would be more likely, with individuals gladly accepting the positive content as particularly descriptive of their own sorority/fraternity and of sororities/fraternities in general but only modestly descriptive of students in general. We refer to this overall pattern as selective self-stereotyping, in that positive attributes are strongly embraced to the closest in-group, but negative ones are heaped on the slightly broader, yet still inclusive group. We suggest that many group memberships with a nested pattern allow for this form of selective self-stereotyping; for example, a real estate lawyer may selectively accept the positive but reject the negative attributes of his or her broader occupational group; a social psychologist or a local politician might do the same (e.g., "Politicians in general are shady characters, but we local politicians are very concerned about our constituents").
Empirical Support for Strategies Similar to Selective
Self-Stereotyping Some support for a comparable phenomenon was provided in an investigation of self-stereotyping among psychiatric patients (O'Mahony, 1982) . Recently admitted psychiatric patients shared a negative stereotype of the mentally ill with psychiatrists and psychiatric nurses but did not characterize themselves in relation to it. Similar findings among persons who stuttered and persons who abused alcohol were reported by Fransella (1968 Fransella ( , 1977 and Hoy (1973) , respectively. As Fransella (1977) suggested, "We are unlikely to embrace the stereotype to 'us' if it is evaluatively 'bad'" (p. 63). However, O'Mahony (1982) also found some evidence of acceptance of the negative "mentally ill" stereotype in that psychiatric patients viewed "myself as I am now" as being much more like the group "mentally ill" than "myself as I usually am." In other words, patients rejected the stereotype as it described the "usual self" but accepted it as a description of the "present [ hospitalized ] self."
Furthermore, others have noted a pattern of distancing the self from prototypes of a stigmatized population. For example, Gibbons, Gerrard, Lando, and McGovern ( 1991 ) found that as smokers progressed through a smoking cessation program, they began viewing themselves as less similar to and derogating the "typical smoker" (see also Gibbons, 1985) . In another example of distancing the self from a superordinate stigmatized category, Brewer and Lui (1984; see also Brewer, Dull, & Lui, 1981) noted that elderly women who identified with the "grandmother" subtype positively distinguished this group from both other elderly subtypes and young categories.
Thus in the present research we used the premises of social identity theory and other research on protective strategies to predict that sorority women and fraternity men (people who had attained membership in distinctive social groups associated with both positive and negative qualities) would be likely to maintain positive social identities via differential responding to positive and negative characterizations of their groups. On positively valued attributes, they would be likely to rate themselves and their closest in-groups very highly and to state that the attributes apply less well to sororities/fraternities in general and the student population in general. On negative attributes, they would be likely to reject the group stereotypes as descriptive of themselves and their close in-groups. This denial would not be due to ignorance of the stereotype. We suspected that sorority women and fraternity men would know and indeed share the negative stereotypes of their groups; however, they would assign them to sororities/fraternities in general and would continue to protect their specific in-groups (their own sorority/fraternity) from those characterizations.
Study 1

Method
Participants
Women from 5 different sororities on the University of Florida (UF) campus completed questionnaires eliciting their perceptions of themselves, their own sorority, sororities in general, and UF students in general. We initially contacted 15 sororities and asked them to participate in the study; the 5 that ultimately did so were those whose presidents responded affirmatively to our request within 1 month of our initial approach (thus allowing sufficient time before the end of a semester for the study's completion). Of the 10 presidents who did not respond affirmatively, 3 said no to the request, and the others were nonresponsive. We asked one member (usually the president) in each of the 5 participating sororities to keep count of returned questionnaires so that we could determine response rates; the response rate was 90% or better within each sorority house. A total of 318 women completed questionnaires (ns ranged from 58 to 76 across the five houses). Because no clear or consistent differences emerged among the specific sororities, we report results collapsing across this factor; we do, however, provide evidence below that the overall pattern of effects was replicated within each individual sorority.
J Some research suggests that social identity processes may differ depending on the relative status of one's important groups (e.g., Crocker, Thompson, McGraw, & Ingerman, 1987; Lorenzi-Cioldi, 1991; Simon & Hamilton, 1994) . Informal discussions with UF students indicated that the sororities we studied were fairly similar (and moderate relative to other sororities on campus) in terms of status and prestige; this may account for the lack of clear differences among the groups. Their modest prestige also makes it unlikely that the sororities we sampled were accurate or realistic when they appraised their own groups as superior to sororities in general.
Questionnaire
On the cover sheet of the questionnaire we indicated that we were interested in group impressions and highlighted the importance of working individually rather than collaboratively on the rating task. Participants first answered questions about their own sorority; on subsequent pages they responded to the same items regarding "UF sororities in general;' themselves individually, and finally "UF students in general?' In each of these sections, participants rated the relevant target (group or self) on a set of 28 traits.
We chose these traits (see Table 1 ) on the basis of a pretesting procedure involving a separate group of 71 nonsorority students. We had asked these individuals to list 5 positive and 5 negative qualities "associated with sorority women in general" and had told them that we were "not interested in your personal opinions of sorority women, but rather in what you think the stereotypes of sorority women are?' We chose items for use in the main study on the basis of consensus: we selected the traits ( 14 positive and 14 negative) with the greatest number of independent nominations. 2 A small group of sorority women who were not part of the main study (n = 14) also completed this questionnaire. Their responses generally did not differ from those of the other respondents, suggesting that these sorority women knew how they were perceived by out-group members. The only difference was that the sorority women typically listed fewer than 5 negative traits to describe their group (see also Cleveland, 1991 ) ; nonetheless, the negative traits they listed were identical to those listed by nonsorority members.
Probabilistic trait ratings. We asked participants to consider the 28 traits and each social group (own sorority, sororities in general, and UF students) and to indicate the percentage of members (0-100) from each group who possessed each characteristic. Traits always appeared in the questionnaire in alphabetical order. We calculated averages across the 14 positive and 14 negative probabilistie ratings to create an overall positive and overall negative rating for each group.
Commitment ratings. To gauge participants' commitment to their sororities, we asked three questions: "How much do you like or dislike being a member of your sorority?" with a response scale ranging from 1 don't like it at all ( 1 ) to I really like it (7); "How committed would you say you are to your sorority?", with a response scale from I am extremely committed( 1 ) to I am not committed at all( 7 ); and "Overall, how much would you say you like the members of your sorority?", with a response scale from not at all ( 1 ) to they're my best friends (7). We reverse scored Item 2 and averaged it with the other two items to form an overall commitment index. The coefficient alpha for this scale was .83.
Self-ratings. In addition to rating the target groups on the 28 traits, participants rated themselves on the traits using a scale from not at all true of me ( 1 ) to very true of me (7). By averaging across ratings of the relevant traits, we created self-positive and self-negative indexes. Participants also completed the 10-item Rosenberg (1965) Self-Esteem Scale.
Background~demographics.
On the final page of the questionnaire, participants indicated their age, grade level, the semester and year they had "rushed" (joined) the sorority, their status within the sorority (e.g., pledge or active member living in the house), the time they had spent as an active sorority member, their officer status, their grade point average, their religious affiliation, their father's and mother's highest levels of education obtained, and their educational goals. Each of these variables correlated with the target group ratings; because few effects were significant, these data are not discussed further. Table 1 presents the mean probabilistic ratings on each of the 28 traits for the three target groups (own sorority, sororities in general, and UF students) and the comparable ratings on the 7-point scales for self-descriptions. The percentage data revealed two patterns, each consistent with our predictions regarding selective self-stereotyping. On positive attributes, sorority women tended to rate their own sorority highest, sororities in general next highest, and UF students lowest (least positive). On negative attributes, they rated their own sorority lowest (least negative), sororities in general highest (most negative ), and UF students in between. This pattern appeared for 12 of the 14 positive traits and l I of the 14 negative traits.
Results
Evaluations of Self and Target Groups
Because we were interested in comparing self-perceptions with group perceptions, we sought a means of making the selfratings on the 1-7 scales comparable to the percentage ratings of the target groups. We first converted the 1-7 scale to a 0-6 scale by subtracting 1 from each self-rating on a trait and then multiplied the resulting numbers by 16.6667, or 100/6. This roughly converted the 1-7 scale to a 0-100 scale; these numbers appear in the final column of Table 1 . The resulting mean positive and negative indexes for the self-ratings and the ratings for each target group (own sorority, sororities in general, and UF students) appear at the bottom of Table 1 .
We entered these means into a Target (self, own sorority, sororities in general, and UF students) × Valence (positive or negative) within-subjects analysis of variance (ANOVA) .3 Each of the main effects and the interaction were significant: For target group, F(3, 843) = 122.95, for valence, F( 1, 281 ) = 1,766.26, and for the Target × Valence interaction, F( 3,843 ) = 543.03, all ps < .0001 (72 = .04, .58, and .14, respectively). To decompose this interaction, we calculated one-way (target) ANOVAs for the positive and negative indexes separately. In the analysis of the four positive indexes, the main effect of target was 2 In this study and in Study 3, the chosen traits had been listed by between 8% (e.g., "ambitious") and 51% (e.g., "pretty") of the pretest respondents (the mean consensus for each trait in each study was around 20%). These consensus figures are only slightly lower than those identified by Katz and Braly ( 1933 ) in their classic work on ethnic stereotypes and are very similar to those identified in follow-up studies by Gilbert (1951) and Karlins, Coffman, and Waiters (1969) . This similarity is all the more striking given that the respondents in the present research were asked to nominate traits freely, rather than respond to a checklist (i.e., this work used a recall rather than recognition procedure). See Gardner (1994) for a recent discussion of stereotype consensus.
3 "We also examined several other methods of making the self and group ratings comparable and analyzing these data. Specifically, we (a) standardized the positive and negative ratings separately for each target group; (b) standardized the converted self-ratings in the same manner; (c) standardized the ratings within valence but across target groups, using both the nonconverted and converted self-ratings; and (d) performed an arcsine transformation on the percentage data and used the converted self-ratings in the repeated measures analysis described in the text. Regardless of which method we used, we obtained the same pattern of results. Because we believe the use of nontransformcd probabilistic trait ratings and converted self-ratings provides the most straightforward picture of the data, we report these analyses for each of the three studies. Also, in each study, we examined each index for skewness and kurtosis, as calculated by SAS Version 6.0 (SAS Institute, 1989) . The largest skewness statistic ( -1.71 ) was for the self-positive index of Study l; sample skewness was minimal for each of the other indexes. Kurtosis values were less than 1.0 in every case. a Participants made self-ratings on 1-7 scales; to convert these to 0-100 scales, we subtracted 1 from each rating and multiplied the resulting number by 16.6667.
highly significant, F(3, 849) = 388.95, p < .0001, and planned contrasts indicated that self-ratings and own-sorority ratings did not differ from each other (t < 1 ) but were significantly more positive than ratings of sororities in general, which were more positive than ratings of UF students (all p s < .0001 ). In the comparable analysis of the negative indexes, the effect of target was again significant, F( 3, 846) = 276.20, p < .000 I. In this case, own-sorority ratings were significantly less negative than self-ratings, which were less negative than ratings of UF students, which were less negative than ratings of sororities in general (all ps < .0008). 4 Finally, an analysis focusing solely on the probabilistic group ratings (own sorority, sororities in general, and UF students), excluding self-judgments, also produced significant main effects of target, F(2, 562) --209.91, valence, F( 1, 281 ) = 1,064.83, and their interaction, F(2, 562 ) = 605.8 l, all ps < .0001 (T/2 = .06, .50, and. 16, respectively). Thus, the pattern of selective self-stereotyping was statistically supported (and visibly evident; see Table 1 ) when we considered group judgments alone. What was the relationship between self-ratings and the rating of each of the target groups? To answer this question, we treated trait as the unit of analysis (N = 28) and correlated self-ratings with the rating of each of the three groups across traits. The strongest correlation was between participants' self-ratings and their ratings of their own sorority (r = .98). Self-ratings were 4 We also calculated the omnibus Target (self, own sorority, sororities in general, and UF students in general) × Valence (positive and negative) ANOVA separately within each of the five sorority houses. Each case provided a complete replication of the global analysis: The pattern of means was the same across sororities, and we found significant main effects of target, Fs > 13.00, ps < .0001 (72 = .02-.09), and valence, Fs > 200.00, ps < .0001 (~ 2 = .50-.65), as well as a significant Target × Valence interaction, Fs > 87.00, p s < .0001, ( ~ 2 =. 11 -. 19 ). also significantly related to ratings of sororities in general (r = .90) and to ratings of UF students (r = .75 ). Using Meng, Rosenthal, and Rubin's (1992) method of comparing multiple correlated correlations, we found that these coefficients significantly differed from each other, ×2(2, N = 28) = 34.83, p < .0001; the pattern held when we considered positive and negative traits separately. Furthermore, when we examined partial correlations (correlations between self-ratings and ratings of each other target with the effects of the other two target ratings partialed out), the relationship between self-ratings and ownsorority ratings remained strong (partial r = .89), whereas the others did not (r = -.06 and .39 for the relationship between self-ratings and ratings of sororities in general and between selfratings and ratings of UF students, respectively). This provided evidence that participants' sense of themselves was tied more closely to their membership in their own sorority than to membership in any other judged group.
Self-Esteem, Sorority Commitment, and Selective Self-Stereotyping
We sought to create a single overall measure of the tendency to selectively self-stereotype. Because the predicted ordering of means that defines the selective self-stereotyping effect is own sorority > sororities in general > UF on positive attributes and sororities in general > UF > own sorority on negative attributes, we could calculate the following index to capture the effect: (own-sorority positive mean -sororities-in-general positive mean) + (sororities-in-general positive mean -UF positive mean) + (sororities-in-general negative mean -UF negative mean) + (UF negative mean -own-sorority negative mean). Simple math reduces this to a more basic formula: (own-sorority positive mean -UF positive mean) + (sororities-in-general negative mean -own-sorority negative mean), which reflects, for each attribute valence, the groups with the greatest differentiation (i.e., own sorority is judged the most positively and UF students the least positively; sororities in general are judged the most negatively and own sorority the least negatively). We correlated this selective self-stereotyping index with our measures of self-esteem and sorority commitment. The tendency to selectively self-stereotype was unrelated to self-esteem (r = .04) but was positively related to commitment to one's sorority (r = .26, p < .0001 )J
Discussion
The sorority women in our study described themselves and others in a pattern consistent with that we had predicted on the basis of our selective self-stereotyping perspective. Our instructions focused participants on their sorority memberships, and thus this group identity was likely to be particularly salient to them as they completed the questionnaires. Evidence that our participants strongly identified with their specific sororities was provided by correlations among self and group descriptions: Self-ratings correlated more strongly with own-sorority ratings than with those of any other group. LorenziCioldi ( 1991 ) suggested that such a group orientation leads individuals to selfstereotype, that is, to accept the group attributes as descriptive of themselves. We found that in regard to positively valenced sorority-stereotypic attributes, respondents described their own sororities and themselves as individuals the most positively, sororities in general the next most positively, and university students in general the least positively. That is, the self and the closest in-group were described in the most stereotype-consistent manner on the positive attributes (e.g., "Members of my sorority (including myself) are more friendly, outgoing, and welldressed than sororities in general and the general student population").
With regard to the negative sorority-stereotypic attributes, however, our respondents rejected the descriptors for themselves and their own sororities. In other words, they denied that the negative sorority stereotypes (e.g., that sorority women are conceited, conforming, and judgmental) described themselves and their closest in-groups and thus did not completely, or indiscriminately, self-stereotype. They did not deny that these negative attributes described sororities in general, however. In fact, our respondents ascribed the most negative traits to sororities in general and ascribed significantly fewer negative traits to UF students in general (although they rated UF students in general significantly more negatively than themselves and their own sorority).
We suggest that in response to the threat posed by confrontation with negative attributes stereotypic of their group, our respondents engaged in a practice that resembled the creativity strategies outlined in social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979 , 1986 . Denial of these negative attributes (refusal to selfstereotype) would have, in some sense, amounted to rejection of an important group identity, but acceptance presumably would have harmed self-esteem. Our respondents solved this selfdefinitional dilemma by endorsing the negative attributes as typical of sororities in general but disavowing them as descriptive of themselves and their own sorority. To our knowledge, this study provides the first demonstration of such an effect (although , demonstrated that gender selfstereotyping effects tend to be more striking on positive stereotypic attributes than on negative ones). Furthermore, this tendency to selectively self-stereotype was particularly prevalent among women who were highly committed to their sororities, suggesting that the strategy may serve to protect an important group identity. Selective self-stereotyping was not related to selfesteem, however. Indeed, in this and the other two studies we report here, self-esteem as measured by the Rosenberg (1965) scale always correlated with positive trait ratings of the self, but was generally unrelated to group evaluations and to perceived intergroup differentiation (e.g., between own sorority and sororities in general). These nonfindings simply add to a growing 5 This pattern was replicated within each of the five individual sororities, although the relationship between commitment and selective selfstereotyping was not significant in one house, r =. 12, and the relationship between self-esteem and selective self-stereotyping was significant in another house (r = .39, p < .01 ). Furthermore, the same pattern of effect held overall and within each sorority when we examined the relationships between self-esteem and commitment and (a) participants' tendency to distinguish their own sorority positively from each of the other groups and (b) participants' tendency to judge their own sorority positively (i.e., the direct own-sorority indexes rather than difference scores).
body of literature that suggests that self-esteem measured by the Rosenberg scale is too general to be implicated in intergroup differentiation in the manner social identity theory suggests Crocker & Schwartz, 1985; Fleming & Courtney, 1984; Fleming & Watts, 1980; Hogg & Abrams, 1990; Turner, 1982; Wells & Marwell, 1977) .
Overall, Study 1 provided good support for our selective selfstereotyping hypothesis, but it also raised several additional questions that we attempted to address in two additional studies. First, the "UF student" rating data from this study are subject to some interpretational difficulty. The attributes used in this study were chosen precisely because they were stereotypic of sorority women (and not of UF students). Thus, it is possible that participants rated UF students low on the positive attributes simply because these attributes were irrelevant to the group. To some extent, this had to be true: If we were effective at choosing consensually agreed upon sorority stereotypes, the attributes should have been more highly endorsed for sororities than for other groups. Yet UF students were not rated lowest on the negative attributes, which, presumably, were also inapplicable. This suggests that the irrelevance of the traits to UF students cannot provide a full account of our effects. In Study 2, we addressed this matter further by performing a replication of Study 1 with one important difference--participants were not sorority members. Although the same sorority-stereotypic attributes were used, we expected to find a pattern of in-group bias that, in this case, favored the relevant in-group--UF students. We still suspected, nonetheless, that the attributes would be strongly endorsed for sorority women, because the traits are more applicable to them. In Study 3, we addressed the issue by eliciting group ratings on stereotype-irrelevant attributes along with stereotype-consistent attributes.
Another question raised by Study 1 concerns which of our participants' nested group memberships was the most salient to them as they completed the questionnaires. Self-categorization theory predicts that self-stereotyping will increase under conditions of high category salience (Hogg & Turner, I987; see also Lorenzi-Cioldi, 1991 ) . We believe that the procedures we followed in Study 1 ensured that a participant's specific sorority was her most salient in-group as she completed the questionnaire. But in Study 3, which examined the comparable nested group membership for fraternity men, we experimentally manipulated which identity was most salient. Furthermore, to ensure that group-protective strategies operated, we focused respondents on the positive aspects of their salient identity. If our theorizing about selective self-stereotyping is correct, manipulating group salience in this manner should change the pattern of group differentiation we observed in Study 1. We return to this issue in Study 3.
Study 2
Study 2 was designed to clarify the interpretation of the ratings of UF students in general in Study 1. Because we selected attributes that were positively and negatively stereotypic of sorority women but not of UF students in general, our sorority women's low ratings of UF students in general on positive attributes may have been due not to a devaluation of this group, but to the recognition that these attributes were simply not applicable to UF students as a group. As mentioned earlier, we suspected that our participants' ratings of UF students were indeed somewhat depressed because the attributes were not as relevant or applicable to this group as they were to sororities. However, we speculated that it was the salient sorority in-group membership that was responsible for the participants' favoritism in their ratings of their own sorority relative to sororities in general and UF students, and in their ratings of sororities in general relative to UF students. Thus in Study 2 we hypothesized that participants for whom the UF student identity was more salient (i.e., nonsorority members) would show a bias in favor of this broad student group. We may still find greater overall endorsement of the attributes for sorority targets, but a shift in bias can indicate the importance of in-group/out-group status in the pattern of results we have obtained. To test this possibility, we administered the same questionnaire we used in Study 1 to a separate sample of UF students who were not sorority members. We anticipated a heightened evaluation of UF students relative to sorority women, even when the judgment attributes were selected as stereotypic of sororities.
Method Participants
Participants were 58 UF undergraduates (34 females and 24 males) who were taking introductory psychology courses during the same semester that the data collection of Study 1 was underway. These individuals received credit toward their experimental participation requirement for taking part in the study.
Questionnaire
The questionnaire was similar to that used in Study 1. The 28 traits were identical, but participants provided probabilistic trait ratings only for the groups "sorority women" and "UF students in general" (the group "'own sorority" was necessarily eliminated). Participants again rated themselves on the attributes using !-7 response scales and completed the Rosenberg (1965) Self-Esteem Scale. We also asked them to indicate how much they liked sorority women (Item 3 of the commitment index described in Study 1 ), and whether they were members of a sorority or fraternity. Five of the women were sorority members; none of the men belonged to a fraternity. If respondents indicated "no" to this question, they were asked whether they planned on joining a sorority or fraternity during their college careers.
Results
Evaluations of Self and Target Groups
We omitted data from the 5 women who were sorority members from all analyses except where indicated. Table 2 presents the mean percentage estimates and self-ratings from the remaining 53 participants, along with the self-ratings converted into the 0-100 scale as described in Study 1. The lower portion of Table 2 lists the overall positive and negative indexes for each target. We submitted the six indexes to a Target (sororities, UF students, self) x Valence (positive and negative) within subjects ANOVA. Each of the tested effects was significant: For target, F(2, 102) = 53.48, for valence, F( 1, 51 ) = 133.51, and for the interaction between target and valence, F(2, 102) = 68.23, all ps < .0001 (n 2 = .21, .29, and. 11, respectively). The effect of a Participants made self-ratings on 1-7 scales; to convert these to 0-100 scales, we subtracted 1 from each rating and multiplied the resulting number by 16.6667.
target remained significant when we calculated one-way (target) ANOVAs on the negative and positive indexes separately, both Fs > 25.00, both ps < .0001. As can be seen in Table 2 , respondents'.self and sorority ratings did not differ on the positive indexes, but self and sorority were each seen significantly more positively than were UF students in general (ps < .0001 ). On the negative indexes, each mean was significantly different from the others (ps < .0001 ), with self being rated the least negatively, followed by UF students in general, followed by sorority women. The general conclusion from these data is that, like the sorority women in Study 1, the participants in this study showed evidence of both strong positivity toward the self and strong endorsement of the stereotypes of sorority women. The data in Table 2 clearly indicate that participants rated sororities higher than UF students in general on both positive and negative attributes. In other words, there was recognition that these selected traits were more relevant to sororities than to UF students as a whole.
Nonetheless, there was some indication of in-group bias (favoring UF students in general over sorority women) in that the positive-negative difference was greater for UF students (M = 11.81 ) than for sorority targets (M = 8.26), t(52) = 1.82, p = .07. In Study 1, the reverse had occurred. In a follow-up analysis in which we treated trait rather than participant as the unit of interest, we correlated self-ratings with ratings of UF students in general and sororities across traits. In Study 1, participants' self-ratings had correlated most highly with their ratings of their closest in-group--their own sorority. In Study 2, the relevant in-group was UF students in general, and it was with this group that self-ratings correlated most highly (r --.86 compared with .63 for the self-sorority relationship; these correlations were significantly different, z = 2.45, p < .008 [see Meng et al., 1992] , and remained so when we considered positive and negative attributes separately). Furthermore, when we partialed out sorority ratings, the self-UF correlation remained significant (partial r --.76, p < .01 ), but when we partialed out UF ratings, the self-sorority correlation did not (partial r = -.03 ).
Further comparison of the results of the two studies revealed that percentage ratings of UF students increased slightly in both positivity and negativity from Study 1 to Study 2 (cf. Tables  1 and 2 ). The largest change across studies, however, was the increased negativity toward sorority women in Study 2 compared with Study 1. The most likely explanation for this difference is the sorority in-group/out-group categorization, a point we return to below. The effects of Study 1, then, cannot be attributed solely to the particular set of attributes chosen, although participants clearly viewed these attributes as more applicable to sororities than to UF students in general.
Self-Esteem, Sorority Liking, Sorority Membership, and Target Evaluations
As in Study l, we next turned our attention to correlates of evaluative trait ratings of the two target groups (sororities and UF students in general). Again, self-esteem was unrelated to either positive or negative judgments of these groups (all rs < • 15, n s), but reported liking of sorority women correlated modestly with positive (r = .22, p < .10) and negative (r = -.26, p < .06) sorority ratings.
This study also allowed us to examine evaluation differences based on membership in the Greek system• Although only 5 of our participants were members of sororities, 16 others indicated that they planned to join a sorority or fraternity at some point in their college careers. We grouped the 5 sorority members with these 16 additional individuals and included this sorority in-group (n = 21 )/out-group (n = 37) classification variable as a between-subjects factor in the Group X Valence ANOVA described above. 6 Nearly all of the main and two-way interactive effects were significant, and these were subsumed by the signifi-6 Sex of participant did not affect these results. The in-group classification included 8 men who planned to join fraternities, along with the 5 women who were sorority members and 8 other women who planned to join sororities. Table 3 . To decompose this interaction, we calculated a separate In-Group Status × Valence ANOVA for each of the three target indexes (self, sororities, and UF students in general). The Valence × In-Group interaction was significant in the case of sorority judgments, F( 1, 56) = 10.74, p < .01, but not judgments of self or UF students (both Fs < 1 ). Although simple effects tests were only marginally reliable (ps < .06, one-tailed ), sorority members (and quasi members) provided more positive and less negative judgments of sororities than did nonmembers.
Discussion
The Study 2 findings suggest that the results we obtained in Study 1 were partly, but certainly not entirely, based on the particular set of attributes we examined. These attributes were stereotypical of sorority women, and, not surprisingly, both sorority members and students who were not members of a sorority endorsed them as being highly descriptive of sorority groups. To some extent, ratings of UF students in general were lower because the traits were less applicable to this group than to sororities. This was as it should have been--it suggests that the attributes represented the sorority stereotype well. However, it does not discount our premise that the Study 1 findings were driven largely by identification with an important in-group---one's own sorority. If inapplicability of attributes had been key, UF students also would have been rated very low on the negative attributes, but they were not. In addition, both studies provided evidence of bias in favor of the predominant in-group: The difference between positive and negative trait attributions was greatest for participants' own sorority in Study 1 but was greatest for UF students in general in Study 2. This in-group bias effect held within Study 2, where sorority quasi-members had higher positive-negative difference scores for sororities than for UF students in general ( 17.04 vs. 10.44), whereas students who were not members of a sorority showed the opposite pattern (5.23 vs. 11.63). The Study 2 data on in-group/out-group status also deafly indicated that sorority nonmembers were consistently more negative toward sororities than were sorority members.
Study 3
In Study 3, we turned to a different target group (fraternities), a different campus, and a different set of attributes to assess the generalizability of the results of the first two studies. We expected to find further evidence of selective self-stereotyping. That is, we expected that participants would strongly endorse positive fraternity stereotypes and deny negative ones as descriptive of their own fraternity, while acknowledging that the negative stereotypes define the broader group of fraternities in general. In this study, we also included (a) several attributes irrelevant to the stereotype, in an attempt to further assess the specificity of this effect, and (b) a manipulation of group salience.
In Study 1, we had assumed that a woman's own sorority was her most salient social identity, but in Study 3 we specifically manipulated whether participants focused on their identity as a fraternity member or university student. Category salience has been hypothesized to augment the tendency to self-categorize , and differential category salience should therefore result in differential patterns of self-stereotyping. In formulating a salience manipulation, we sought to prime a positive category membership, because we wanted to heighten the tension between the goals of self-stereotyping and protecting a positive group image. As Brewer ( 1991 ) described salient social identities, she too implied that they tend to be positive in nature--for example, one's optimal identities involve intense "loyalties" (p. 478)--and therefore it was through positive priming that we attempted to make either a fraternity member or university student identity salient. We expected that the selective self-stereotyping effect would be intensified among individuals for whom a positive fraternity member identity was made salient. We posited that the university-salient condition would reduce this effect and produce increased positivity in evaluations of university students. Thus, this study was designed to address more directly the effects of salient group membership on patterns of self and group description.
Method Participants
Participants were 46 male University of Kansas (KU) students who were members of a single fraternity. Data collection occurred at the fraternity house on a single evening, after a house meeting. For each member who participated in the study, we paid the fraternity $4; all monies were donated to a charity in the fraternity's name. We eliminated 1 participant's questionnaire from analysis because it was only partially completed, leaving a total N of 45.
Procedure
Questionnaire. The cover sheet and questionnaire were similar to those used in Study 1; however, the 28 trait items were changed to reflect the components of the stereotype of fraternity men. We chose these traits ( 14 positive and 14 negative; see Table 4 ) on the basis of the results of a pretesting procedure similar to that in Study 1, this time using an independent sample of 52 nonfraternity students. In addition, to test for the possibility that the hypothesized patterns would occur t~or traits not relevant to the stereotype, as well as stereotype-relevant traits, we ineluded in the questionnaire 4 characteristics not mentioned by any pretest participants. The 2 positive traits were "sincere" and "studious," and the 2 negative traits were "emotional" and "unsophisticated?'
Manipulation of positive group salience. As was the case for sorority women, fraternity men were members of their specific fraternity, the broader fraternity society, and the group of KU students in general. In this study, we sought to increase experimentally the salience of one or another ofthese groups in a positive direction. Specifically, we manipulated whether respondents focused their attention on their membership in their own fraternity or their membership in the KU student body in general. To do this, we directed their attention to the effort they had exerted to achieve and maintain membership in that group. In the own fraternity-salient condition, the first page of the questionnaire presented the following instructions:
Think about how hard you worked to join your fraternity, how much energy and effort you put into becoming a member of your particular fraternity, how hard you work to maintain your membership in your fraternity, and how much it means to be a member of this group. Also think about all the positive things that come to you as a result of being a member of your fraternity--think of both the physical and emotional benefits of belonging to this important group. Think of how good it feels to be a member of your fraternity. We'd like you to also reflect on about the accomplishments your fraternity has made--in academics, in donations to charity, etc. Also think about how positively your fraternity is viewed by other people.
In the KU-salient condition, the foregoing paragraph was replaced by the following:
Think about how hard you work as a KU student, how much energy and effort you put into class work and other campus activities, and how much it means to be a member of this group. Also think about all the positive things that come to you as a result of being a KU student--think of both the physical and emotional benefits of belonging to this important group. Think of how good it feels to be a KU student. We'd like you to also reflect on the accomplishments KU students have made--in academics, athletics, etc. Also think about how positively KU is viewed by other people.
Alter reading one of the sets of instructions, participants completed four sentence stems in which they considered (a) the best aspects of being a member of the salient group, (b) their sources of pride, (c) the group's accomplishments, and (d) the effort they had expended to join the group. For each of these questions, we coded the number of responses; on average, participants listed 4.89 positive thoughts, and this number did not differ by salience condition (t < 1 ). One individual listed no positive remarks in response to any of the four questions; we excluded his data from the data set on the basis of an a priori decision that a lack of any positive thoughts was an indication that we had not succeeded in making a positive group membership salient.
For the next four pages of the questionnaire, all respondents were asked to think about their own fraternity, fraternities in general on the KU campus, KU students in general, and finally themselves. In each of these sections, participants rated the relevant target (group or self) using the set of 32 traits (presented alphabetically), in the manner described for Study 1. That is, they rated the groups using 0-100 (percentage) scales and rated themselves using a scale from not at all true of me ( 1 ) to very true of me (7).
Participants also completed the same commitment index used in Study 1, answered once with regard to their membership in their fraternity (a = .77) and once with regard to their membership in the university student body (a = .45 ); the 10-item Rosenberg ( 1965 ) Self-Esteem Scale; and Luhtanen and Crocker's (1992) collective self-esteem scale (a = .79). In completing this last scale, participants were not instructed to think of a specific group; rather, they were provided with general instructions about their group memberships, as described by the scale authors. Table 4 presents participants' mean probabilistic ratings on each of the 32 traits for their own fraternity, fraternities in general, and KU students in general, along with the 1-7 self-ratings and the transformed (0-100 ) self-ratings. The table also separately depicts the stereotype-relevant and -irrelevant attributes. For stereotype-relevant group ratings, the pattern documented in Study l appeared in Study 2 as well. On positive attributes, fraternity men rated their own fraternity the highest, fraternities in general the next highest, and KU students in general the lowest; on negative attributes, they rated their own fraternity the lowest (the least negative) and fraternities in general the highest (the most negative), rating KU students in between. This pattern appeared for 11 of the 14 positive traits and 10 of the 14 negative traits. Judgments on the stereotype-irrelevant attributes did not replicate this pattern.
Results
Evaluations of Self and Target Groups
To compare the group ratings with self-ratings and the stereotype-relevant attributes with the stereotype-irrelevant attributes and to examine the effects of manipulated group salience on these judgments, we submitted the 16 overall indexes (see Table 4 ) to a Target (own fraternity, fraternities in general, KU students in general, and self) × Valence (positive and negative) X Relevance (relevant and not relevant to the fraternity stereotype) X Group Salience (own fraternity or KU students in general) mixed-model ANOVA, in which the last factor was manipulated between participants. Rather than provide a complete accounting of all significant effects, we focus primarily on the highest order interaction that met the significance criterion-the Target × Valence × Relevance effect, F(3, 120) = 11.63, p < .0001 (see the means in Table 4 ; the four-way and all other three-way interactions were nonsignificant).
To decompose this effect, we calculated separate Target × Valence x Group Salience ANOVAs for the stereotype-relevant and -irrelevant indexes. Completely replicating the Study 1 findings, the analysis of stereotype-relevant attributes revealed main effects of target, F( 3, 123) = 19.51, valence, F( 1, 41 ) = 225.22, and the Target × Valence interaction, F(3, 123) = 56.09, allps < .0001 (n 2 = .05, .35, and .14, respectively). Furthermore, as indicated above, this interaction took the form of the selective self-stereotyping effect. On positive attributes, self was rated most highly, followed by own fraternity, fraternities in general, and KU students in general (all means were signifi- a Participants made self-ratings on 1-7 scales; to convert these to 0-100 scales, we subtracted 1 from each rating and multiplied the resulting number by 16.6667. b The actual wording ofthis item was "good sense of camaraderie/fellowship." c The actual wording of this item was "unconcerned with academics."
cantly different at p < .0001 ). For negative attributes, participants gave fraternities in general the highest ratings, followed by KU students in general, their own fraternity, and themselves (all means were significantly different at p < .01, except the self/ own-fraternity and own-fraternity/KU students comparisons).
The ANOVA on stereotype-irrelevant attributes also indicated significant effects of target, F(3, 120) = 22.1 l, valence, F( 1, 40) = 122.81, and the Target × Valence interaction, F(3, 120) = 9.95, allps < .0001 012 = .09, .3 l, and .04, respectively). As can be seen in Table 4 , however, the means did not follow the selective self-stereotyping pattern. Instead, self was rated significantly more positively than each of the other targets and KU students more positively than fraternities in general (ps < .05), but the other means did not significantly differ. Participants rated themselves and KU students in general more negatively than their own fraternity (p < .05) and viewed their own fraternity and fraternities in general equally negatively. Thus we found the pattern of selective self-stereotyping only, or at least primarily, on trait judgments that were relevant to target group stereotypes.
Group Salience Effects
Did the group salience manipulation affect target judgments? For the most part, the analyses reported above indicated few effects of this factor. However, the ANOVA on stereotype-relevant attributes revealed a marginally significant Target x Valence x Group Salience interaction, F(3, 123) = 2.29, p < .09; the comparable effect for irrelevant attributes was non-significant (F < 1 ). Our specific hypothesis was that the fraternitysalient manipulation would increase the strength of the selective self-stereotyping effect and that the KU-salient condition would reduce it but produce increased positivity toward KU students in general. Because self-evaluations were not implicated in this predicted pattern, we omitted self-judgments and conducted an additional Target × Valence X Group Salience ANOVA on stereotype-relevant attributes. In this analysis, the target, valence, and Target x Valence effects remained significant, and the three-way interaction reached the conventional significance level as well, F(2, 82 ) = 3.74, p < .03. For irrelevant attributes, this effect remained nonsignificant (F < 1 ). The relevant means appear in Table 5 .
Note that the ordering of means was the same in both group salience conditions, in the manner described above. That is, both groups of participants rated their own fraternity the most positively, followed by fraternities in general and then KU students in general; they rated fraternities in general the most negative, followed by KU students in general and their own fraternity. This finding attests to the robustness of the selective selfstereotyping effect; however, as expected, the pattern was most pronounced among participants in the fraternity-salient condition. Participants in the KU-salient condition were only slightly more positive and less negative toward KU students in general than were the fraternity-salient participants; instead, this interaction was primarily driven by the significantly less negative evaluations of fraternities in general by KU-salient participants compared with fraternity-salient participants. Nonetheless, KU-salient respondents (M = 18.88) scored significantly lower on an overall index of selective self-stereotyping ([ own-fraternity positive mean -KU students positive mean] +
[ fraternities-in-general negative mean -own-fraternity nega-
tive mean ]; see Study 1 ) than did fraternity-salient respondents (M= 38.80), t(41 ) = 2.89,p < .01. Also, when we examined traits as the units of analysis and correlated participants' self-judgments with their ratings of their own fraternity, fraternities in general, and KU students in general in the manner described for the previous two studies, we found different patterns of correlation for individuals in the two different salience conditions. Comparable to the Study 1 findings, our fraternity-salient participants' self-ratings correlated more highly with their own-fraternity ratings (r = .90) than with their ratings of fraternities in general (r = .33) or their ratings of KU students in general (r = .64). Using Meng et al's (1992) formula, we determined that these correlated correlations significantly differed from each other, ×2(2, N = 28) = 24.54, p < .0001, and remained so when we considered positive and negative traits separately. Among participants whose KU student identity had been made salient, however, the relevant zero-order correlations did not significantly differ from each other (r = .82, .77, and .76 for correlations between self-ratings and ratings of own fraternity, fraternities in general, and KU students in general, respectively; the same was true when positive and negative traits were analyzed separately). Apparently, the focus on broader group membership diffused the association between self-ratings and group ratings.
Finally, the selective self-stereotyping index (see above) correlated differentially with the various esteem measures in the two salience conditions. Among own fraternity-salient participants (n = 22), the tendency to self-stereotype selectively was modestly related to self-esteem (r = .41, p < .07), fraternity commitment (r = .33, n s), and KU commitment (r = .22, n s) and more strongly related to collective self-esteem (r = .50, p < .05). However, among KU-salient participants (n = 22), the correlations were .08, -. 19, and. 17 for self-esteem, fraternity commitment, and collective self-esteem, respectively (all ns), but -.41 (p < .06) for KU commitment. In other words, among individuals whose KU student identity had been made salient, strong commitment to KU was associated with a decreased tendency to self-stereotype one's own fraternity selectively.
Discussion
Study 3 provided a nearly complete replication of the Study 1 findings using a different group, campus, and attribute set. Fra-temity members showed strong positivity and low negativity in their ratings of themselves and their own fraternity and strongly endorsed negative stereotypes as descriptive of fraternities in general. This pattern appeared only for stereotype-relevant attributes, as might be expected if a process of self-stereotyping--adoption of a salient group's characteristics---was occurring. This also suggests that a pure in-group bias effect was not operating. Participants did not consistently attribute more positive and fewer negative attributes to their closest in-group; they did this only when the attributes were part of the group stereotype. Any conclusions about stereotype-irrelevant attributes must be tentative, however, because we included so few such traits and the traits we used were not explicitly tested for their irrelevance to fraternities. (Since the time of the study, for example, some have suggested that fraternity members are characterized by their insincerity.) Furthermore, the trait "emotional" is relevant to gender stereotypes, and thus the higher rating of KU students in general on this attribute may have been based on the fact that this group simply includes more women than do fraternity groups. This issue awaits more careful testing.
The manipulation of group salience (positive priming) in this study was designed to increase participants' focus on one or the other in-group identity--as a member of their fraternity or the KU student body. Furthermore, because we hoped to activate group-protective strategies as much as possible, we focused respondents on the positive aspects of their groups. This manipulation was moderately effective at increasing in-group bias in favor of the salient group; for example, KU-salient participants viewed both KU students in general and fraternities in general more positively than did own fraternity-salient participants, and the general pattern of selective self-stereotyping was pronounced among fraternity-salient participants compared with KU-salient participants. This effect manifested itself not as increased denial of negative attributes for their own fraternity, but rather as increased imputation of negative attributes to fraternities in general among men whose positive fraternity identity had been made salient. The fraternity-salient manipulation also boosted the positive associations between selective self-stereotyping and both personal and collective self-esteem. This did not occur in the KU-salient condition; instead, participants high in commitment to KU and whose KU student identity had been made salient were particularly likely not to self-stereotype selectively in favor of their own fraternities. The results of our group salience manipulation are encouraging, because they appeared despite the fact that our sample size was quite small and our study was conducted within the fraternity house. Our participants were also aware that they had been chosen for the study precisely because they were fraternity members and that their participation would aid the fraternity in its philanthropic mission. In other words, given that respondents' identities as fraternity members were likely to be pronounced at the beginning of the study, it is perhaps surprising that we could move this identity orientation at all. We expect that had the study been conducted on more neutral ground, any one of various nested identities might have been made salient through similar manipulations.
General Discussion
The three studies reported here allow several conclusions relevant to self-stereotyping and social identity to be drawn. One clear finding, to which we have not explicitly drawn attention but we are certain our readers noticed, is that the participants were extremely positive in their self-views; they often viewed themselves even more positively (and less negatively) than they viewed their closest in-groups (Studies 2 and 3). Positive bias in self-perceptions is certainly not a new finding (e.g., Alicke, 1985; Messick, Bloom, Boldizar, & Samuelson, 1985; Miller & Ross, 1975; Ross & Sicoly, 1979; Taylor, 1989) , but in the context of self-stereotyping and social identity, it raises several interesting questions. If people have positive views of themselves, why do they self-stereotype at all? Or are positive selfviews created by positive social identities? Our data do not explicitly speak to these issues, but we find it curious that in these studies that placed great emphasis on group membership, the self emerged superior.
This finding appeared to be a pure positivity bias, rather than, for example, a primus inter pares ("first among equals"; PIP) effect (Codol, 1975) . The PIP effect is the phenomenon in which individuals describe themselves as more conforming to prevailing social norms than others; for example, if competition is a dominant norm, people view themselves as more competitive than others in a defined group. Codol ( 1975 ) suggested that this phenomenon occurs out of a desire to meet two complementary and contradictory needs: those for deindividualization and for individualization (see also Brewer, 1991 ) . The way to be both an individual and a group member is to be the best (most prototypical) group member one can be. Our participants do not appear to have done this. Assuming that stereotyped attributes are norms, our respondents highly endorsed only the positive norms and rejected the negative norms as selfdescriptive. Further work on this point might determine the extent to which the attributes we included were perceived as normative by group members. Furthermore, Codol argued that a crucial feature of the PIP effect is the explicit comparison between oneself and other group members. Our task presumably did not induce individuals to compare themselves directly to specific other group members. Such a procedure might have produced a PIP effect, rather than the pure self-enhancement effect we appear to have captured here.
The second finding of note is the support (in Studies 1 and 3 ) for a particular pattern of self and group descriptions that we have called selective self-stereotyping. We use the term selective in the sense that sorority women and fraternity men did not fully or unconditionally accept their groups' stereotypes. They endorsed only positive group attributes, and not negative ones, as descriptive of themselves and their closest in-groups, their own sororities/fraternities. This lack of acceptance of the negative did not derive from an ignorance that the attributes were components of their group identity, because participants endorsed these negative traits as highly descriptive of their broader in-group--sororities and fraternities in general. This is a creative response to the threat of encountering negative group depictions that meets the dual goals of self-stereotyping (immersion in the group identity) and esteem protection/ enhancement (Haslam et al., 1996) . Furthermore, we found that selective self-stereotyping was positively related to various indicators of group esteem, including sorority commitment ( Study 1 ) and collective self-esteem (Study 3, among fraternitysalient participants), and negatively related to commitment to the broader college group (Study 3, among KU-salient participants). To our knowledge, these are the first studies to demonstrate such effects clearly.
One critical difference between our research and most previous work on group-and self-protective strategies (e.g., LorenziCioldi, 1991; O'Mahony, 1982; Pace & Allison, 1990 ) is that our participants were focused on their nested group memberships. The women and men were members of a specific sorority/ fraternity, members of the broader community of sororities/ fraternities, and members of the general student population. In other words, a simple in-group/out-group distinction was not operative; none of the target groups was a true out-group. It is possible, of course, that respondents thought of sororities/ fraternities other than their own when they judged sororities/ fraternities in general. But if this were the case, the goal of positively distinguishing one's own group from the broader group would lead to strong differentiation on positive as well as negative attributes (e.g., "Only members of my sorority/fraternity are fun-loving, ambitious, and loyal"). Instead, participants recognized positive attributes as highly descriptive of both sororities/fraternities in general (e.g., 71% of sororitiesin general had positive attributes) and their own specific sorority/ fraternity (76% of sororities had positive attributes; see Table 1 ).
Membership in several nested groups is a common phenomenon in the real world, as people's levels of group inclusiveness shift over time and context (Brewer, 1991 ) . Similar to the literature on "crossed categorizations" (categories that meet ingroup criteria on one dimension but out-group criteria on another; e.g., Deschamps & Doise, 1978; Rehm, Lilli, & Van Eimeren, 1988; Vanbeselaere, 1987) , this work presents a view of the social self as more complex and varied than a simple ingroup/out-group categorization would suggest. We submit that just as self-complexity produces stress-buffering effects (Linville, 1985 (Linville, , 1987 , nested category membership may allow individuals to protect themselves against social identity threats by selectively self-stereotyping. In these situations, individuals may embrace desirable attributes and reject undesirable ones without denying that the undesirable ones are part of a broader identity. In this way, they remain identified with an important, salient group that offers great potential for positive distinctiveness. Furthermore, the nested quality of group memberships allows individuals to hone in selectively and flexibly on the identity that best meets their inclusion and differentiation needs (Brewer, 1991 ) . We propose that selective self-stereotyping be considered another tactic in the arsenal of self-and identityprotective strategies that have been identified in the literature (e.g., Brown, Collins, & Schmidt, 1988; Crocker & Major, 1989; Hewstone, 1990; Marques, 1990; Showers, 1992; Steele, 1988; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Tesser & Cornell, 1991 ) , one that is particularly likely to be used under conditions that make nested group memberships salient.
The present three studies were also consistent in indicating that the group with which one is most closely identified (or which is most salient) is viewed as the most similar to the self and is the most positively differentiated from other groups. In Study 2, the only study to include both members and nonmembers of the stereotyped group, in-group bias was evident, and in Study 3, the only study in which we manipulated group salience, selective self-stereotyping was the most pronounced among individuals whose positive fraternity identity was predominant. In-group bias is certainly not a new discovery. Its presence in these data, however, coincided with the tendency to heap rejected negative stereotypes on the broader, but still inclusive, category. Furthermore, in Study 3 we found this overall pattern of results only for stereotype-relevant attributes and not for irrelevant ones. That is, selective self-stereotyping is not a pure case of bias in favor of the closest in-group. Rather, it reflects the unique dilemma involved in self-stereotyping while also seeking positive identity.
There are, of course, a number of limits to the present work, and much additional research is needed to understand the phenomenon of selective self-stereotyping. Specifically, our findings regarding the confinement of the effect to stereotype-relevant as opposed to stereotype-irrelevant traits should be further examined with a larger number of clearly irrelevant attributes. Our design also involved the assessment of stereotypes at the broader group level; that is, our pretesting procedure identified attributes that were thought to characterize sororities and fraternities in general, but not the specific groups whose members participated in our studies. A more thorough test of the selective self-stereotyping principle would involve the measurement of self-stereotyping on positive and negative attributes that are pretested to be stereotypical of these closer in-groups. More research to determine (and manipulate) the in-groups to which individuals optimally orient is also needed. The group salience manipulation we used in Study 3 focused participants on the positive aspects of their groups; procedures that are more subtle (e.g., minimal primes of group relevance) and more severe (e.g., direct threats to group integrity) are needed to further our understanding of the functions and limits of selective selfstereotyping.
Finally, additional work is needed to integrate better the phenomenon identified here with Brewer's ( 1991 ) optimal distinctiveness model and the broader literatures on in-group bias, social identity, self-categorization, and self-protective strategies. The present research follows from Brewer's model, in that concentric, nested, group frameworks set the stage for the selective self-stereotyping effect to occur. It extends Brewer's emphasis on the satisfaction and esteem consequences of optimally meeting inclusion and differentiation needs to a consideration of the enhanced motivation individuals have to maintain and protect positive characterizations of these optimal identities. Yet relatively little is known about the precursors to (a) an individual's choice of a particular group orientation (of. Oakes et al., 1994) , (b) the attributes on which self-stereotyping spontaneously occurs, and (c) the strategy or tactic that will allow the person to cope best with the threat of a negative identity. Often, the strategies researchers detect are limited by the methodology they use (Steele, 1988) ; selective self-stereotyping was likely implemented by participants in the present studies because the emphasis on nested group memberships allowed them to do so. Future work should allow individuals to select from a menu of identity-protective tactics, under conditions that emphasize ingroup/out-group versus nested group relationships. It is under conditions of the latter sort that we have documented the tendency for individuals to self-stereotype creatively and selectively ( rather than indiscriminately) to attain positive distinctiveness.
